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REMARKS 

Claims 1-39 are pending. The independent claims are claims 1,14, 25, 32, 33, 
34,36, 38, 39, and new claim 43. 

The claims are now amended, without introducing any new matter, in order to 
place the claims in better format, and in order to overcome the objections in the non-final 
Office Action. 

Independent claims 1,14, 32, and 33 are rejected as being directed to non- 
statutory subject matter imder 35 U.S.C. § 101. Additionally, independent claims 1, 14, 
25, 32, and 33 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as obvious fi^om Peyravian (U.S. 
Patent Application No. 2004/0158715) in view of Crandall (U.S. Patent No. 5,159,632). 
Furthermore, independent claims 34, 36, 38, and 39 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) 
as obvious in further view of Eskicioglu (U.S. Patent AppUcation No. 2002/0087865). 

Claim 1 is now clarified by adding a step: authenticating the responder as a 
correct communication partner if the comparing checks out. This is supported at least by 
page of the application as originally filed, lines 21-28. In contrast, if the comparison does 
not check out, then present claim 9 is applicable. Claim 14 is amended as claim 1 is 
amended. A person of ordinary skill understands that authenticating a responder is a 
concrete, useful, and tangible result. Claim 32 is cancelled, and claim 33 is amended as 
suggested in the Office Action. Therefore, Applicant respectfully submits that all of the 
claims, as amended, cover statutory subject matter. 

Claim 1 is also now amended to specify that the second key is a secret key. This 
is supported at least by page 4 of the application as originally filed, lines 4-14. 

Peyravian teaches away from the second key being a secret key, by requiring that 
both keys are ' "public '" See paragraph 1 1 of Peyravian. It makes sense that Peyravian 
would require that both keys be public, because (as the Office Action acknowledges) 
Peyravian does not suggest using different communication channels for the first key and 
the second key. 
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Because Peyravian teaches away from the second key being a secret key, 
Peyravian also teaches away from the combination with Crandall. See MPEP § 2145. It 
is not proper to combine references that teach away from their combination. In re 

Grasselli, 713 F.2d 731, 743, 218 USPQ 769, 779 (Fed. Cir. 1983). 

CONCLUSION 

For the reasons explained, Applicant respectftiUy submits that the present 
amended independent claims are neither disclosed nor suggested by the cited 
references. The present dependent claims should therefore be allowed for the same 
reasons. 

Applicant would be grateful if the Examiner would please contact Applicant's 
attorney by telephone if the Examiner detects anything in the present response that 
might hinder a speedy allowance. 

Respectfully submitted. 



Dated: July 16. 2007 
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